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*NUM9Eli  OF  EGGS  PRODUCED  PER  HEH  AND  PULLET  ON  FARUS  JAN.  J 


OEFktTMENT  OF  «6«ICULTUKE 


BUflE'U  OF  AOlCULTuaAL  ECONOMIC* 


Egg   PRODUCTION   responded   RAPIDLY  TO  THE   FAVORABLE   EGG-FEED   PRICE   RELATJONSHIP  IN 

1941  AND   A   FURTHER    INCREASE    IN   PRODUCTION    IS  TAKING   PLACE   THIS    YEAR.      IN  MIO-APRIL 

1942  A  DOZEN   EGGS  WAS    EQUIVALENT    IN   PRICE   TO  A   LITTLE   LESS  FEED  THAN   A   YEAR  EARLIER 
BUT   CONSIDERABLY  MORE   THAN    AVERAGE,    INDICATING    A   FAVORABLE    PRICE   SITUATION   FOR  PRODUC- 
ERS.   (In  This  issue  poultry  product-feed  price  ratios  are  presented  to  replace  the 

FEED-POULTRY   PRODUCT   PRICE   RATIOS   FORMERLY  PUBLISHED). 


STATISTICAL  SUMMARY 


ITEM 

UNIT 

APRIL  AVERAGE 

1941 

1943 

PCX.  OF 

YEAR 
EARLIER 

PERIOD 

AVERAGE 

MARCH 

APRIL 

■rfARCH 

APRIL 

Bnmh^  r    nt     1  o  vm  i*  •    t\n    f  a  r  tn* 

Mi  I  lions 

1931-40 

298 

315 

301 

354 

343 

114 

Twt  tnn          nf    ^rt  a  m  1«am 

Numhe r 

1931-40 

16.6 

IS.  0 

16.9 

15.5 

17.5 

104 

Tot  fil  f ftrn  product  ion  of  o^^s 

Mil.  cases 

1931-40 

13.  8 

13.  1 

14.  2 

15.2 

16.6 

117 

Pr  iva^A  1  If    nam  A/I        aha  1  f 

1. 000  cases 

1931-40 

3,  886 

1,065 

2,816 

1.  702 

4,594 

163 

1931-40 

1,540 

1,691 

2,654 

2,549 

4,068 

153 

fl^nA   n«fn*H       ah^l  1 

25 

215 

96 

56 

26 

TIQDA   nvna/4      f  m «*n 

0 

0 

315 

177 

Tot  al 

1931-40 

6,046 

2,  781 

5,  685 

4,662 

8,895 

156 

Pur  (?K<i  «A  a      A 0  0  a  ITQT^A* 

Dried^ 

Mil.  lb. 

0 

0 

26.  7 

56.8 

Shell  dirart 

72 

387 

83 

21 

5 

Shell     blue  stamps          .  . 

-- 

165 

162 

168 

102 

CoDOBQercial  hatchery  operations! 

Eggs  set  •   •  • 

Millions 

-- 

334 

356 

393 

423 

119 

Chicks  hatched 

Mi  1 1  ions 

-- 

194 

238 

242 

283 

119 

Rece  ipt  s  r 

22.4 

Poultry    dressed    4  narkets 

Mil.  lb. 

1931-40 

15.6 

18.4 

19.2 

19.6 

117 

Poultry     live  Chicago^ 

Cars 

193«-  40 

317 

262 

316 

293 

307 

97 

Poultry    live    New  York^ 

Cars 

1936-40 

761 

473 

655 

648 

137 

Poultry,   live.  Midwest,  per  plant 

1,000  lb. 

1932-  40 

9.2 

7.3 

7.6 

6.  2 

6.3 

83 

f*0«  1        1  4  v»      Mt  Amm  « t             r    n  1  snfr 
*wwi,    xxvQ,    mu  wc  9  L  ,    pc  *    p  X  sill  • 

1932-40 

8.  1 

6.2 

6.0 

5.0 

4.6 

80 

T)f  At  1  ^  r  • 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

6.  1 

5.6 

4.5 

8.6 

5.7 

127 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

5.8 

8.0 

6.0 

9.5 

5.  1 

85 

Tl i\m  u  t  »  ^  m 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

13.5 

23.0 

18.0 

24.3 

15.7 

87 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

10.  7 

22.0 

18.0 

24.5 

17.6 

98 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

23.4 

47.0 

36.2 

45.  8 

35.4 

98 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

1.  2 

1.  7 

1.  7 

1.  7 

1.4 

82 

Miscellaneous  and  unclassified  . 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

11.4 

19.  7 

16.9 

25.3 

15.4 

91 

Mil.  lb. 

1936-40 

72.2 

126.9 

101.  1 

139.7 

96.4 

95 

Prices  received  by  farmers: 

Cents 

1931-40 

15.4 

16.4 

19.  7 

25.8 

25.6 

130 

Cents 

1931-40 

14.  1 

14.4 

15.  7 

18.0 

18.4 

117 

Cents 

1936-40 

15.8 

15.  2 

15.  5 

19.9 

19.8 

128 

Percent 

1931-40 

71 

72 

87 

98 

96 

-- 

Chickens,  percentage  of  parity  , 

Percent 

1931-40 

96 

98 

107 

105 

107 

Turkeys,  percentage  of  parity 

Percent 

1936-40 

85 

82 

83 

92 

91 

-- 

All  farm  comoodit ies ,   (1910-14  = 

iob)! 

Index  noa  . 

1931-40 

93 

103 

110 

146 

150 

136 

Chickens  and  eggs,   (1910-14  =  100)  .  . 

Index  nOM . 

1931-40 

86 

90 

104 

130 

131 

126 

Wholesale  prices,  Chicago: 

Eggs,   fresh  firsts  per  dozen  .  . 

Cents 

1931-40 

17.3 

17.  8 

21.6 

28.  2 

29.3 

136 

Cents 

1936-40 

16.  2 

17.4 

19.4 

22.3 

21.  1 

109 

Live  broilers,  B,  K. ,  per  pound 

Cents 

1936-40 

22.9 

21.  1 

21.  9 

24.  5 

24.  9 

114 

Live  roasters,   light,  W.  R.  ,  per 

pound 

Cents 

21.  2 

21.4 

24.9 

25.  3 

118 

Live  roasters,  heavy,  W.  R. ,  per 

pound 

Cents 

23.  1 

23.  8 

27.  2 

28.  3 

119 

Cash  farm  income:' 

Uil.  doll. 

1936-40 

515 

610 

665 

901 

148 

Mil.  dolt. 

1936-40 

61 

56 

72 

119 

134 

186 

Price  ratios: 

14.  6 

Chicago,  Broiler,  B.R. ,  -  feed 

Lb .  feed 

1936-40 

17.3 

16.  9 

16.  6 

14.4 

88 

Chicago,  Light  roasters,  W.  R. ,  - 

feed. 

Lb.  feed 

1936-40 

20.8 

16.9 

16.  2 

14.6 

14.8 

91 

Lb .  feed 

1931-40 

13.6 

14.  2 

15.9 

15.  5 

15.4 

97 

Lb.  feed 

1931-40 

12.9 

12.4 

12.  7 

10. 8 

11.  1 

87 

Lb.  feed 

1931-40 

12.9 

13.  1 

12.  5 

12.0 

11. 9 

95 

Feed  cost  per  cwt.,   farm  poultry  ration. 

Dollars 

1931-40 

1.  18 

1.  16 

1.  24 

1.66 

1.67 

135 

Wholesale  food  prices  (1935-39  =100) 

Index  nos . 

1931-40 

91.  3 

95.  1 

98.  5 

121.  5 

124.  8 

127 

Retail  food  prices  (1935-39  =  100) 

Index  not . 

1931-  40 

95.  7 

98.4 

100.6 

118.6 

119.6 

119 

Prices  paid,   int.  and  taxes  1910-14 

=  100) 

Index  not . 

193 1-40 

128 

129 

129 

150 

151 

117 

Retail  prices  (ELS): 

35.  7 

35.7 

108 

Cents 

1931-40 

30.5 

32.  1 

33.2 

Eggs,   strictly  fresh,  per  doxen 

Cents 

1931-40 

27.6 

29.4 

32.5 

39.  7 

39.4 

121 

Nonaericultural   employees'  compensation 

145.4 

121 

Index  nos . 

1931-40 

83.9 

119.9 

121.9 

End  of  month.     Frozen  eggs  converted  to  case  equivalent. 
Includes  purchases  for  future  delivery. 
^Mjusted  tor  wastage  in  distribution. 

*C-r  equivalent  of  receipts  by  freight,  truck  and  express. 

'Figures  for  1941  and  1942  are  not  strictly  coiq>arable;  figures  for  poultry  and  eggs  for  1942  are  based 
on  revised  production  data  and  include  broilers. 
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THE    POUll'RY    AITD    E&G  SITUATION 

Stirb-ng.ry 

Consunier  purchasing  pover  diverted  from  products  with  controlled  prices 
may  eventually  increase  deiaand  and  prir-es  for  ]DOvJtry  products,    ITo  maximum 
prices  for  poultry  and  eggs  vere  established  "by  the  general  price  order  of 
April  28,  since  prices  for  tnese  products  v/ere  "belov;  ininijaim  levels  at  which 
ceilings  for  farm  products  may  "be  established  as  stipulated  in  the  Emergency 
Price  Control  Act  of  ljk2. 

Previous  indications  of  large  chicken  output  this  year  are  "being 
verified.    Eatchery  output  of  bauy  chicks  in  April  v.-as  ig  percent  larger  than 
in  April  I5U1  and  the  number  of  yo'ong  chickens  on  farms  Kay  1  was  16  percent 
ncre  than  last  year.    Production  of  turkeys  also  will  be  considerably  larger 
this  year.     The  stronger  demand  for  all  meats  v;ill  tend  to  offset  the  effects 
on  prices  of  the  larger  supplies,  so  that  prices  received  by  farmers  for  chicken 
and  turkeys  probably  will  average  higher  this  year  than  last. 

Egg  production  will  decline  seasonally  until  November  but  is  likely  to 
continue  much  larger  than  a  year  earlier.     In  April  -  the  seasonal  high  point 
in  egg  production  increases  over  last  year  wore  1^  percent  in  the  number  of 
laj^ers  and  I7  percent  in  the  output  of  eggs.    Becouse  of  the  favorable  relation- 
ship between  egg  prices  and  feed  prices,  farmers  continue  to  delay  marketing 
their  old  hens  and  to  feed  better  tlian  usual.    Egg  prices  throughout  the  year 
are  likely  to  be  favorable  for  egg  production,  since  large  quantities  will  be 
purchased  for  lend-lease  and  consumer  demand  is  strong.     In  early  May  wholesale 
prices  of  eggs  at  Chicago  declined  somev/hat  but  in  mid-May  were  about  the  same 
as  a  month  earlier  and  about  30  percent  higher  than  in  May  I9U1. 
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The  supply  of  feed  grain;?  pnr  ani^aal  unit  in  lSJ^?--!-3  ^lay  "be  considerably 
smaller  than  in  19^1-42  and  feed  grain  prices  probably  v.'ill  be  higher.  Supplies 
of  high-protein  feeds,  on  the  other  hand,  probably  will  be  larger  and  prices 
of  such  feeds  may  ax^erage  a.  little  lower. 

~  May  22,  I9U2 

EE VIEW  Oy  EECEHT  DEVELOPMENTS 

ITumber  of  layers  Continuing  to  Increase 
Relativv?  to  a.  Yefir  Earlier 

During  recent  months  the  number  of  layers  on  farms  declined  less  than 
usual  and  in  April  vas  about  lU  percent  larger  than  in  April  19^1  and  the 
largest  on  record  fr.x  the  month.     Increases  over  a  year  earlier  by  regions 
were  as  follows 2     ilorth.  Atlantic,  7  percent;  East  llorth  Central,  10  percent; 
West  North  Central,  I7  percent;  South  Atlantic,  I5  percent;  South  Central,  I9 
percent;  Western,  8  percent.    IJvjnbers  were  the  largest  on  record  in  the  North 
Atlantic  and  South  Central  regions  and  were  only  a  little  belov;  previous  records 
in  other  regions. 

During  April  the  average  nu-nber  of  eggs  laid  per  bird  in  the  United  States 
wa^.s  about  equa.l  to  the  previous  record  for  the  month  established  in  193S.  The 
April  rate  was  about  3  percent  over  April  last  year.     Increases  over  a  year 
earlier  in  the  rate  of  la-y,  in  general,  were  largest  in  regions  with  greatest 
increases  in  nuiabers  of  layers.     Increases  in  egg  production  by  regions  over 
the  April  19^1  output  were  as  follows:     North  Atlantic,  10  percent;  East  North 
Central,  ih  percent;  West  North  Central,  23  percent;  South  Atlantic,  18  percent; 
South  Central,  22  percent;  Western,  10  percent. 

Receipts  of  eggs  in  April  at  primary  narkets  in  the  mid-West  v/ere  about 
50  percent  larger  than  a  year  earlier.     Receipts  in  Pacific  Coast  States  were 
up  about  25  percent,  and  at  egg  auctions  in  the  East,  over  }0  percent.  But 
because  of  heavy  &overrjr.ent  buying  in  producing  areas,  largely  in  dried  form, 
receipts  at  terminal  markets  were  a  little  smaller  than  in  April  last  year. 
Apparent  domestic  consumption  was  about  the  same  as  in  April  19^1. 

Dried  Egg  Ind'i stry  Now  Using  About  2 
kill ion  Cases  of  Eggs  per  Month 


The  estimated  output  of  dried  eggs  in  April  was  21,7  million  pounds, 
equivalent  to  about  2.2  million  cases  of  shell  eggs.     On  the  average,  a  case  of 
shell  eggs  yields  approximately  10  pounds  of  dried  v;hole  egg.    Dried  egg  plants 
are  located  mostly  in  the  laidwestern  States  and  encourage  record  production  in 
that  area  by  offering  farmers  an  exceptionally  favorable  outlet  for  eggs.  In 
addition  to  the  liquid  eggs  being  dried  immediately,,  considerable  quantities  of 
such  eggs  are  being  placed  in  freezers  for  drying  later  in  the  year  when  current 
farm  production  of  eggs  is  at  a  lower  level.     Shell  eggs  also  are  being  stored 
for  this  purpose. 
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During  April,  the  into-storg^re  cioverents  of  "both  shell  and  frozen  eggs 
were  the  largest  on  record.     On  Mr.y  1  iricruasGs  compared  to  last  year  in  stocks 
of  shell  egg's  vere  53  percent,  ano.  in  stocks  of  fm^en  eggs,  60  percent,  vrith 
total  stocks  3^  percent  larg-er.    Holclings  of  shell  rnd  froEsn  e^;£s  in  the 
United  States  Teparti^ent  of  Agriculture  were  reduced  considerably  during  April. 

Egg  Prices  Cho_ngod  Lit 1 1  e  During  the 
M(.>ntli  J5r-dinr  in  ^jd~Ms.y 

^^'SS  prices  advanced  slightly  during  late  April  "but  declined  somewhat 
in  the  first  half  of  May,  leaving  aid-Mpy  prices  ahout  the  same  as  in  mid-April. 
CoiTipared  v/ith  a  year  earlier,  however,  prices  at  Chicago  in  mid-May  vrere  nearly 
a  third  higher. 

The  average  price  received  ty  farmers  for  eggs  in  mid-April  —  25«6 
cents  per  do::en  —  v.-as  3^  percent  higher  than  last  year  and  the  egg-feed  price 
ratio,  although  a  litcle  less  favoracle  than  in  April  last  year,  continued 
unusually  favorable  for  egg  production. 

Fowl  Marketings  Continuing  SiLpll'^'r 
Than  a  Year  Earlier 

Reductions  in  number  of  layers  on  farms  this  year  have  "been  relatively 
smaller  tnan  last  year,  and  receipts  of  live  fowl  at  midweso  markets  have  con- 
tinued smaller  than  in  correspondii.g  v;eehs  of  19*^1-     The  extent  of  decline 
from  a  year  earlier  has  "been  reduced  in  recent  vreeks,  however.    As  a  result  of 
the  large  production  of  young  chickens  this  spring,  receipts  of  live  poultry 
a,t  llev7  "York  and  Chicago  together  have  been  a  little  larger  than  last  year. 
Production  of  chickens  in  scne  broiler  areas  has  declined  moderately,  but  oxit- 
put  for  the  coiontry  as  a  \'hole  contimies  large. 

Receipts  of  dressed  poultry,  fresh  and  frozen,  at  the  four  principal 
markets  continues  to  average  larger  than  in  corresponding  periods  of  19^1. 
Kct  withdrawals  of  all  storage  poultry  in  A;iril  were  about  lU  million  pounds 
(Us  percent)  above  the  previous  record  withdrav;als  for  the  month  and  about  IJ 
million  pounds  more  tha^  in  April  IQ^l. 

Prices  of  Live  Chickens  and  Fowl  Declined. 
Slightly  During  tha  Pa?t  Month 

Prices  of  heavy  hens  pnd  leghorn  hens  were  steady  during  the  past  month, 
but  prices  of  medium  heavy  hens  were  somev.'hat  lov/er  in  mid- May  than  in  mid- 
April,    Prices  of  young  chickens  averaged  slightly  lower  in  mid-May  than  a 
month  earlier.    Prices  of  hens  were  a  little  higher  than  last  year,  and  prices 
of  young  chickens  were  about  30  percent  higher  than  in  mid-i-fey  I9U1.  I'uring 
the  third  week  of  May,  prices  of  young  chickens  advanced  considerably  in 
eastern  markets, 

POULTRY  PRODUCTS  FOR  LEIO- LEASE 

Eggs  and  Ep-g  Products 


Purchasing  of  agricultural  products  under  the  lend-lease  authority  was 
inaugurated  in  late  March  and  early  April  of  I9U1.    Fi-eviously  the  Department  of 
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Afiriculturo  purchased  shell  eggs  as  a  pricc-si.7,-oporting  measure,  and. continued 
tixis  ■pvo^7:ram  for  several  months  after  March  l^^kl,  acceptiiig  offers  made  in 
terms  of  Urii;',ed  States  vhclesals  and  retail  ^i-ades  (Unitad  5te-""eG  .':'t.3.ada;7ds 
Ko.  1  wholesc-ile  grade  or  oeltsr).    Offers  we:-?  accep-ced  tiiG  da/  after  lelng 
received,  and  delivery  took  plf  ie  within  ten  da/s  of  the  acceptAnce  da.oe, 

Beginning  Septeniber  15,  19'-^1  purchasing  of  ehell  eggs  of  export  grfides 
was  beg-on  and  the  ferucr  practice  of  p^^rchaci■rig  wholesale  c..nd  retail  grade 
eggs  vaa  discontinued.    Ter native  Unifcud  States  export  graJ-OSj  cf  relnti'^ely 
hj.gh  average  oualit.y,  were  de^'eloped  and  adoiited  to  meet  lcnd-?.?as9  reouirernents. 
Purchasing  egg:;  of  exporh  gride's  continued  -intil  late  Feoi^v^.r-/  Ifurcliase 
of  oggs  of  v/jiOxftsale  grades  pri.mrily  for  price  suppDrting  purposes  was  re- 
sumed  in  eari;>'  March,  l'j''^2. 

Ihe  f±p£eri  cg_g  p\ir chase  program  was  inaiigurated  in  early  May  I9U1. 
First  purchases  wece  made  lor  delivery  within       day;?,  hut  the  program  was 
Ipter  modified  so  that  frozen  eg.^s  co^ud  be  of-^ered  for  current  or  future 
delivery        the  vendor  cheesing  the  drdivery  date  for  each  quantity  cffcred. 
On  Septe.Tiher  1,?  last  year  it  was  announced  Ihat  purchases  of  froicn  eggr;  v.'ere 
being  discontinued.    Deliveries  continued  for  scmeti:ae  after  that  date,  hov/ever. 

The  (?ried        purchase  program  war;  established  in  April  last  year.  The 
first  announcer'ient  cpocified  thr.t  delivery  vas  to  be  raade  within       days  of  the 
acceptance  date.    A  later  aunounceLient  called  for  dej.j.very  within  15:  3^^  0^ 
^5  c'-S-y^  a"d  thJ  s  provision  was  modifiecl  on  Kay  ?5»  perri;;  de'.^  ivery  at 

any' date  specified  by  the  vendor,  up  to  March  '51,  I9s2.    On  Fcb-.-uary  23,  19^2 
it  was  anLiOU^ctd  tliat  offers  would  be  accepted  for  uelivery  any  time  up  to 
Decenb^r  31»  ^^-^2,      'Xo  erpedite  the  dried  egg  program,  purchase  prices  for 
drii2d  eggs  for  fut^oi-'e  delivery,  New  York  basis,  have  been  announced  by  tvo~v/eek 
intervals  du"^ing  the  past  se"veral  weeks. 

By  far  the  largest  quantity  of  dried  egg  products  purchased  to  date  has 
been  spray-dried  whole  egg.     In  addition,  quantities  cf  dried  a!:b-.:iGen  and 
dried  yolk  p-^xked  separately  in  the  proportions  of  1  pound  of  dried  albujinan  to 
E.5  po\u~Lds  cf  dried  yolk,  and  dried  alluuen  (spray  and  pan  process)  have  been 
purc}aa,B&d„        J.ed  eh;g  products,  as  pm-rhasedj  lirve  been  packed  largely  in  I5O 
and  200  pound  barrels.    For  some  2Durposes  the  Depart-r^cnw  of  Agriculture  has 
contracted  with  firas  to  package  considerable  qvuntities  of  the  dried  product 
previously  pua'Ohrsed  in  consi:iaer-size  packages  of  5  ounces  net. 

At  tines  during  the  past  year  it  has  been  desirable  for  the  Department 
to  have  part  of  its  holdings  of  shell  eggs  dried  or  er:ch£.ngsd  for  eggs  pre~ 
viously  dried.    In  early  Our.e  la-st  year  offers  to  process  were  invited  atid  in 
August  a  procedure  was  announced  v/hereby  shell  eggs  ov.-ned  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculf'ure  were  exchanged  for  dried  eggs. 

In  addition  to  the  procedures  mentioned  above,  all  of  which  were  trans- 
acted under  the  offer  and  acceptf-nce  plan,  the  Departnent  has  purchased  eggs 
on  the  Chicago  arid  Kev/  York  Mercantile  Exchanges.    Eggs  v/ere  pui-cha-sed  directly 
in  some  cx  the  thirteen  southern  States  by  firms  authorised  to  p-aichaee  eggs 
from  producers  at  previously  announced  prices.    Both  of  these  practices  were 
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T^ricarilj  for  price  support  piirposes  and  the  e§-gs  so  obtained  are  being  used 
for  school  lunch  progranis  and  Red  Cross  p'orposes,  aaiong  others. 

Canned  Chicken  and  Tijirkey 

Announceiaent  of  the  program  to  purchase  canned  boned  chicken  was  made 
on  September  3.  19^1  •    Under  this  prograr.,  purrlnases  vere  r.ade  for  delivery 
••'ithin  30 >  6'"  or  ^0  days  after  acceptance  of  the  offer.     In  an  annouiicenient 
released  un  October  S,  the  canned  chicken  TDurchase  program  was  generally  clari- 
fied and  procedures  to  be  used  v;ere  mfc?'^  more  definite.    The  class  of  poultry 
fror:  vhich  the  product  v/as  obtained  wab  to  be  specified  in  th-  offers.  Old 
cocks,  roas  ers,  or  fc^l  could  be  used,  a':d,  except  for  a  toler?ace  of  10  percent, 
only  one  cl;.  js  of  poultry  was  to  be  incl"    '^d  in  any  si^'.gle  lot  as  offered.  The 
purchase  period  -a^  to  extend  from  October  I5  to  Dece.2..er  31»  s-nd  the  period  of 
delivery  was  to  be  specified  in  the  offer.     In  the  last  annoi^'.-iceiiient  pertaining 
to  poultry  (made  cn  Decenber  1,  13^1),  the  period  of  p  r-chase  was  extended  to 
I-larch  1,  I0U2  and  offers  for  the  sale  of  canned  turkey  .  „^d^  from  yotmg  toms  also 
were  invited.    As  in  previous  instances,  the  period  of  delivery  was  to  be 
specified  in  the  o:^fer. 

In  the  fc  . lowing  tables    the  status  of  the  United  States  Departr-isnt  of 
Agriculture  purchase  progran  is  sumiaari^ed  as  of  May  1,  19^2. 

Po^iltry  products:    Purchases,  deliveries  and  unfilled  contracts, 
United  States  Departiront  of  Agriculture 


lte:a 


Purchases  in  19^1 

(Mar.  15-Dec.  31)  . 

P\irchases  in  19^2 

(Jan.  1-May  1)   

Total  .... 

Monthly  deliveries  in 
19^2 

January  . 
February 
l^rch  . ,  . 
April  . . . 
Unfilled  con' 


racts 
as  of  May  1,  I9U2 


Ghell 
eggs 


±  rozen 
e^fs 


Dr  iec 
ege:3 


Can:-.ed 
c'^icken 


C?  ses 


r  o'onds 


^cunds 


^-'oonas 


Canned 
turkey 
rounds 


1,564,87^    66,129,090    Uil, 611,325    U,528,Hcl+  1,190,520 


^20.315 


0  112.191,920  71^,200 


gU,500 


,965.-^9    60.129,090  156,003.303    5.640,60'  1.275,020 


23,000         902,720  9,1+97,600  1,38^.320 

126,27s             0  15,551,272  1,723,5^2 

0  9.917,037  1,^^^.972 

0  18,508,25^  1, 710, 62U 


115.773 
37.301 


9,500 
359. 02U 

420,1^-^6 

20U,77U 


0      1,^^2,613    76,700,^-30         80,000  291,Ol6 


Data  from  Agricultural  i-iarketing  Administration. 

Conversion  factor^:     1  case  of  shell  eggs  yields  37.5  p.unds  of  frozen  eggs,  or 
10  pounds  of  dried  eggs;  h  pounds  of  dressed  chicken  or  turkey  yields  approximate- 
ly 1  pound  of  canned  product. 
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Coininitinents  of  dried  eg^s  for  futur- 
as  of  May  1,  IS  12 


delivery 


Month 


May  •  « 

June  ••••••••• 

July 
August 


e  •  •  •  •  •  c 


Coini'iiitiaeni 


18, COS, 590 
9,537,465 
5,87.3,745 
6,249,655 


Data  from  Agricultui'al  >iarketing  A^iminis  brat  ion 


;  'lor.th 

Commitment 

Pounds 

September  ••o" 

6,863,740 

October  ••••• 

:  10,719,410 

lio-T-eiTiher 

!  7.292,205 

December  •  • . e ' 

4.971,795 

ay-December) 

:  70,011,305 

During  the  first  half  of  I'ay  the  Department  of  Agricn.lbure  made  tlie 
following  purchases  for  current  r.nd  future  delivery:     shell  eggs  22>648  cases, 
dried  eggs  about  17  million  pounds. 

Purchase  Program  for  Poultry 
Products  TMov:  _rn  x]f f ect 

Under  ■orograms  now  in  operation,  the  Decartment  of  Agriculture  is 
purchasing  dried  eggs  under  the  offer  and  acceptance  plan  for  deliverer  during 
any  month  in  1942.     In  recent  weeks,  dried  eggs  have  oeen  purchased  under  an 
"announced  price"  plan.    This  procedure  v/as  adopted  to  provide  processors  an 
opportunity  to  plan  operations  snn-.e-'-'hat  in  advance,  such  as  the  storing  of 
shell  eggs  for  dr^^.dng  later  in  t;:e  year.     On  fey'  1,  combined  stocks  of  shell 
and  frozen  eggs  r^ere  more  than  3  million  cases  larger  than  last  year.  The 
excess  over  a  year  earlier  probably  Twill  be  increased  considerably  by  August  1, 
the  probable  seasonal  peak  in  holdings. 


V'fith  resnect  to  shell  eggs  the  •following  program.s  are  :n  effect: 
(l)  offer  and  acceptance  plan  for  the  purchase  of  Standards,  Po.  1,  or  better,  i 
in  carload  lots  from  anjTArhere  in  the  United  States  and  Standards,  No.  4,  or 
better,  in  lots  of  100  cases  or  more  in  certain  southern  States;  and  (2)  direot 
purchase  plan  whereby  local  firms  are  authorized  by  the  Department  to  pur- 
chase egrs  grading  Standards,  ho.  4,  or  better  in  certain  southern  States  in 
lots  cf  ten  cases  or  more  at  nreviorisly  announced  prices.    Egg  prices  in 
general  have  been  ¥;ell  above  the  sunport  level  (85  percent  parity)  in  the  past 
several  T/eeks  and  consequently  relatively  fevr  sliell  eggs  have  been  purchased, 

0UTI,00E 


Chickens  and  2ggs 

i.'laximum  prices  for  poultry  products  were  not  established  by  the  General 
Maximum  Price  Regulation  Order  because  pri'^es  received  by  faruiers  for  these 
commodities  are  below  the  minim-um  levels  at  which  ceilings  can  be  established, 
as  stipulated  in  the  Emergency  Price  Control  Act  of  1942.    This  Act,  as  it 
applies  to  poultry  products  v;as  discussed  in  the  February  issue  of  this  report 


The  ctitlo'I-r  for  chickens  r.nd  eg^"^         ^®  surnmar ized  as  follovrs: 


(1)  Th^  e~,g-feed  price  ratio  prohab] y  v;ill  not  average  cs  hig^h  this 
year  as  lar-t  ''out  is  lilrely  to  continv.3  favorable  for  e;~g  production.. 

(2)  Favcrahls  e.sj-  prices  'vill  encoMra^e  delayed  marketing,  of  old  :iens 
and  better  feedin^-  than  usual.    Eg-  production  in  the  United  States  this  year, 
therefore,  prooably  ivill  be  at  least  15  percent  larger  than  in  1941,  r/hich  is 
the  gcal  established  for  prcducticn  t^i is  year. 

(3)  Lar£;e  quantities  to  be  ta].:en  for  lend-Ioase  and  stronger  consumer 
purchasing  poorer  probably  T.'ill  more  than  offset  Hze  effects  on  egg  prices 

of  larger  •oroduction  tiiis  year. 

(4)  Because  of  the  increase  in  che  number  of  cri^'ck'^ns  raised  on  fanns, 
supplies  of  chicken  this  year  and  the  member  of  layers  st  the  beginning  of 
1S43  v'ill  be  larger  than  last  year  and  by  far  the  largest  on  record. 

(5)  Because  of  tlie  stronger  :cnsu!ner  derand,  rartioularly  for  meats, 
prices  received  by  famers  for  chickens  T;ay  average  higher  this  year  than 
last  despite  the  prospective  Irrge  inci'easf-'  in  sup'^lies . 

Turkeys 

Indications  continue  to  noint  to  a  larger  turksv  crop  this  year  th?n 
last.     In  February  farmers  indicated  their  intentions  •''g  start  8. percent  more 
poults  than  in  1941.    The  output  of  poults  from  a  sample  of  hatcheries  in 
April  this  year  ".'•?-.s  8  percent  larger  than  in  April  1941  and  for  sevtjral  months 
has  been  larger  than  a  year  earlier.    Advance  orders  for  poults  on  May  1  "\"^ere 
13  percent  more  fcr=an  lant  year,    "--ith  a  strong  demand  for  all  meats  in  prospect 
it  is  likely  that  turkey  prices  :7ill  continue  favorable  for  producers.  Cash 
farm  income  from  turkeys  this  ^'ear,  therefore,  will  be  considerably  larger  than 
in  1941. 

Fer-d  Surnlies  and  Prices 


-ecause  of  the  increasing  production  of  livestock  and  livestock 
products  the  demand  for  feeds  T'ill  become  greater.    As  a  result,  the  carry- 
over of  feed  grains  d;iring  ?S42-43  mc.y  be  ^'educed  from  a  year  earlier  even 
iTith  larger  production  this  year  and  larger  imports  of  oats  and  barley  from 
Canada,    Hovevor,  stoc^rs  at  the  end  of  1942-45  are  likely  to  be  about  average 
unless  crop  yields  of  corn  and  cars  m  19-12  are  belovr  ncmal. 

Feed  grain  rrices  in  1942-45  probably  vrill  be  higher  than  in  1941-42 
since  sunnlies  rer  animal  v/ill  be  conoiderahly  smallf.r  and  the  demand  ivill  be 
stronger.    Supnlies  of  oilseed  m.eals  per  animal,  ho'.'evor,  are  likely  to  be 
larger  t^^an  in  th?  cui-rent  searion  end  pr^'c?.."  vnay  p-^erar'e  a  little  lover. 

Price  Heilinrs  to  I^avo  Little  Im^nediate 
hffect  on  Feed  T'rT^e's 


Althoiigh  price  ceilings  have  been  established  fcr  all  byproduct  feeds 
except  linseed  meal,  nrices  of  all  of  tl^ese  products,  errcent  bran  in  certain 
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cities,  s.re  belov'/-  the  ceiling  levels  and  are  ITrely  to  contiiivs  belcw  such 
levels  fcr  the  r^ext  feiv  months «    Ivo  price  ceilings  have  been  estsblished  for 
feed  g-r?.ins  or  for  mixed  feeds.    The  ef;;f-feed  price  ratio  in  April  was  a 
little  less  favorable  than  in  Apr:!  last  year  and  althoiaj^h  it  mn.y  average 
lovrer  this  ^/ear  than  last  it  :s  likely  to  continue  fa-^orable  for  egg-pro- 
ducticn» 

POULTRY  PE0DUCT-F3ED  PRICS  RATIOS  EX?Fi:SS3D 
IN  TERT'S  OF  FEED 

The  Pepartment  of  Agriculture  has  used  t'jvc  general  mebhods  of  ex- 
pressing rdtios  beti'veen  prices  of  feed  and  prices  of  livestock  products.  For 
the  ■oast  several  years  all  ratios  e::ce-ot  those  for  poultry  products  have  been 
expressed  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  feed  one  unit  of  the  product  would  buy. 
For  ■noultry  products  the  ratio  has  been  expressed  as  the  quantity  of  product 
required  to  purchase  100  pounds  of  feed.     These  have  been  called  feed-egg, 
feed-chicken,  and  feed-turkey  price  ratios.    These  ratios  were  computed  by 
dividing  the  price  o'^  100  pounds  of  feed  by  the  price  per  unit  of  poultry 
products. 

Beca\;3e  of  the  widespread  use  novr  being  made  of  the  ratios  for  poultry 
products  -  ecpecially  for  eggs  -  by  r^eople  dealirxg  ^"'ith  many  other  products  as 
well  as  poultrv,  it  has  become  particularly  desirable  to  express  all  ratios 
on  a  common  basis.     I-'ata  presented  in  the  accompanying  tables  on  poultry 
product-feed  price  m tics  are  comparable  with  ratios  published  by  the  United 
States  Departm.ert  of  Agricult-jire  fcr  other  copjnodi  ties .     Since  tliese  ratios 
are  ccmputeu  by  dividing  the  price  per  unit  of  poultry/-  products  by  the  price 
of  feed  per  pound  -  the  opposite  of  the  former  method  -  they  are  called  egg- 
feed,  chicken-feed,  and  turkey-feed  price  ratios. 

The  ratios  computed  on  the  ne-".-  basis  car  be  used  for  essentially  the 
sar.e  purposes  as  "-.hose  formerly  published.     It  is  necesr;ary,  of  course,  when 
interpreting  them.,  to  realize  that  a  favorable  ratio  is  denoted  by  a  high 
ratio  rather  than  a  low  one  and  vice  versa*     In  mid-April,  for  example,  the 
feed-egg  ratio  based  on  United  Sta.tes  average  prices  was  o.5  dozens  of  eggs. 
In  April  1341  the  feed-egg  ratio  was  P:,o  dozens  of  egprs.     In  other  T'ords,  the 
feed-egg  ratio  was  a  little  less  favorable  in  April  this  year  than  last 
because  slightly  more  eggs  vrere  required  tn  buy  a  given  quantity  of  feed  than 
in  April  19-il.     The  egg-feed  ratio  in  April  this  year  ■'■'■as  15.3  pounds  of  feed 
(per  dozen  eggs)  compared  with  15^9  pounds  a  year  earlier.     Thus,  the  egg-feed 
ratio  also  can  be  said  to  have  been  a  little  less  favorable  than  in  April  last 
ye?r  becnuse  a  dozen  eggs  was  equivalent  in  price  to  a  slightly  smaller  quanti 
ty  of  feed  than  in  April  1941,    Both  ratios  indicate  that  the  relationship  be- 
tween feed  prices  and  egg  ■prices  xvas  less  favorable  to  producers  than  in  April 
1941  by  about  the  same  degree 

Likewise,  compared  with  the  10-year  (1931-40)  average,  the  ratios 
computed  by  either  method  indicate  that  the  present  relationship  between  egg 
prices  ard  feed  prices  is  relatively  favorable  for  egg  production.     It  is 
interesting  to  note,  ho-.iever,  that  the  comparison  of  each  curi-ent  ratio  with 
its  respective  average  for  a  given  m.cnth  vrlll  not  al\"3.ys  indicate  exactly  the 
sam.e  relative  position,     Thi.s  follovrs  because  the  t-ro  methods  of  computing 
ratios  are  the  reciprocals  of  each  other,  and  the  reciprocal  of  an  average 
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is  not  identical  to  an  averac^e  of  re-iprocals.    But  for  practical  -o-cr^icses , 
this  differer.?e  car  be  disrer^arded  once  a  [;iver.  r.ethcd  of  corputin~  the  '^rice 
relatienship  has  been  adopted, 

VHiy  the  I-^ebhod  of  Ccrp'O+^ation  ■">'as  Chan-red 

Is  indica-ed  abo7Cj  it  has  bec'-^ne  particularly  desirable  to  ex-^re?s  all 
ratios  cn  a  conTnon  basis  because  the  data  now  are  used  •'jridely  by  oeople 
dealin*;  v.H.th  other  livestock  products  as  t-g11  as  poultry.    Since  the  ratios 
ccm'^tited  for  other  commodities  are  rre-ater  in  number  than  these  conputed  for 
poultry  and  since  nany  of  the  people  no-'.v  beginning  to  U53  the  raf.os  for 
poultry  products  are  aceustorisd  to  using  the  ratios  for  other  ooirunodities,  it 
would  result  in  less  total  confusion  to  ciiange  the  poultry  ratios  rather  than 
the  others,    i'aturally,  of  course,  the  chan  re  -"dll  result  in  some  difficvlty 
for  poultry  specialists  who  ha^e  becor.e  accustomed  to  using  the  ratios  com- 
puted on  the  other  basis.    However,  tuis  v"iil  be  temporary  r/iiereas  if  the 
change  were  not  made  there  trould  be  c or-stant  confusion  amon^^  many  people  as  a 
result  of  having  the  ratios  cn  t?/-o  different  bases.    Extension  men  and  other 
individuals  in  n^^ny  Stftes  already  ha-^e  changed  from  a  feed-egg  to  an  egr-feed 
ba-is,     Tne  Bureau  of  Agricijltural  Eccnoracs  and.  other  a.-enoies  of  the 
De partner  '  v'ill  cive  all  possible  assistance  to  individuals  wish.ing  to  change 
their  records  to  the  new  basjs.    Usual  charts  and  other  nateri'^.ls  shov/'ing 
data  on  tlie  egg-feed  ratio  v^ll  be  sunr;lied. 

uses  ''ade  of  Price  Patios 

The  most  importc.nt  use  made  of  any  ratio  bet^reen  feed  prices  and  live- 
stock product  p-^-ices  is  in  forecasting  future  production.    A  ratio  alone,  of 
course,  such  as  the  egg-feed  ratio,  cannot  be  used  to  shnv  whether  poultrymen 
are  making  or  losing  money  at  any  one  tire.    Y-r^.Trr  factors  other  than  feed 
costs  and  egg  prices  determine  the  T^rof itablenes?  of  an  individual  laying 
flock.    For  an  individual  poultr:>rman  to  detormine  the  profitability  of  his 
flock  fairly  detailed  records  m.ust  be  kev.t.     The  egg-feed  ratio    only  provides 
a  rough  means  of  forecasting  what  the  m:iT':>rihY  cf  producers  will  decide  on  the 
basis  of  their  financial  outcome  during  a  given  period.    A  ratio  based  on 
average  prices  therefore  is  used  primi3.ril7/-  by  those  individuals  who  are  par- 
ticularly interested  in  f"-.ture  production  trends,  and  are  used  relatively 
little  by  individual  producers,    "-lien  the  egg-feed  price  ratio  is  high,  feed 
costs  are  low  in  relation  to  egg  prices,  and,  other  things  being  equal,  it  is 
m.ore  nrcfitahie  tc  nroduce  eggs  than  when  the  ratio  is  lov;. 

Other  considerations  also  are  important  in  interpreting  a  given  ratio 
betvreen  prices  of  poultry  products  and  feed  prices.    Foremost  among  these  ai*c 
the  level  cf  prices  in  general  s.nd  the  relative  favcrabl-^ness  of  ratios  for 
other  livestock  enterprises.    Either  of  these  majr  more  tl-an  offset  the  direct 
effects  on  production  of  a  given  ratio.     In  the  depression  years,  for  examole, 
the  egg-feed  price  ratio  was  much  more  favorable  than  average,  but  cash  farm 
incop.e  wa  '  at  such  a  low  level  that  farmers  hiad  difficulty  in  m.eeting  fixed 
costs  after  paying  for  feed.    -.I'hen  prices  in  general  are  relatively  high. 
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egg  producing  cperatzonc  may  lie  pro;''ita'ble  despite  a  ratio  less  favcratle 
tb^ii  aYei-ar^e.     The  second  iipportant  consiJ.pra.tiori.  -  tli3  relati'/e  favora/oleness 
of  other  r':.tios  -  has  its  vin.iost  ap-olica t"_cn  in  the  !  ir'west  but  app].iet;  o.t 
least  to  some  extent  in  ail  areas  of  t^.ie  countrye    '.Ti-;t-.h  T3x-cd:^c.tion  of  ell 
livestocl"  procluc      at  or  atov'-,  previous  records,  it  is  particularly  nocessary 
to  cortsicor  tlie  relati^.'-e  positions  of  all  ratios  y^her.  appraising  the  otitlook 
for  the  fan:,  proditction  of  an;;^'  or.e  product. 

Characteristics  of  the  rcultry  Proiuct- 
Feed^  Pric^e  F^a-^ios 

The  same  nluture  of  feeds  is  used  in  compu.ting  the  feed-poultry  product 
price  ratios' as  in  the  p-s  st.     T'hic  ic-tion  is  coiu'^osed  of  62  percent  corn, 
14  percent  T.hoat-s  8  percent  oats,  2  perceiit  "barley,  9  percent  bran-  and  5  per- 
cent tan!:a;^o,  hy  weights    The  prices  used  are  mid-iDonth  orices  rec'^ived  "by 
farme^-s  for  corn,  wheat,  oats,  and  barley^  and  prices  paid  by  farners  for 
bran  and  t-anVage.    Poultry  product  prices  used  are  the  inid-nonth  average 
prices  received  by  farn-'irs.    The  feed  ration  is  no':  necessarily  reoc^rnended 
for  ;^oultry  prod-icers  fnd,  in  fact.,  iray  net  be  wsecl  as  such  B.r.yvjher'.  ir.  the 
United  Ctatf^Se     '"u.t  sin^-e  the  c:^ns  nitnents  coji.rose  a  very  larf';e  percentage  of 
all  rations  and  price  changes  of  all  feeds  are  "cre  or  less  uniforin,  the  price 
changes  o^  that  mixture  are  significant.    Rations  i-sed  in  n'r-esent-^da v  nou'.ltry 
feeding  operations  are  flexible,  of  course,  and  in^/iude  ra.r:y  additional  in- 
gredientSc     The  bureau  of  Agricult-r.ral  Sccnor.ics  i-s  now  collecting  ironthly 
data  on  prices  paid  by  farmers  "f'or  r  eady-rr.ixed  pov.ibr;/  feeds  r     In  the  near 
futu.re  these  may  also  cntor  into  tlie  coirjputa  oion  of  poultry  product-feed  price 
ratios • 

The  annual  averages  given  in  the  acconnanying  tables  are  simple 
averages  of  :ncnthly  data  for  the  egg-feed  and  c'lichen-f eed  price  rabies.  For 
turkeys  annual  ratios  i"&re  computed  betv.''een  the  ■'freighted  average  price  re- 
ceived by  farmers  for  tur'':ey3  in  the  months  October  through  January  and  the 
weighted  average  price  of  feed  used  during  the  growing  season  (llay  to 
November),    The  arnual  ratio  for  turkeys  is  more  logically  constructed  than 
monthly  r.^xios,  since  tl^e  latter,  d^^ring  the  growing  season,,  expresses  the 
relationship  beb-veen  prices  paid  for  feed  in  the  grovrlng  season  and  prices 
received  for  breeder  hens  that  were  produced  the  year  before » 

The  egg-feed  price  relationship  is  more  important  than  the  chicken-feed 
price  relationship  in  causing  changes  in  the  production  of  chickens  on  farms 
in  the  United  States,    The  relative  favorableness  of  the  chicken-feed  price 
relationship,  however,  is  of  some  iiTiPortance  in  causing  changes  in  "cyoes-  of 
chickens  raised  for  egg  producing  purposes©    During  ihe  past  year,  for  example, 
th.e  egg-feed  price  ratio  lias  been  relatively  m.uch  m.ore  favorable  than  the 
chicken-feed  price  ratio  and  the  demand  for  lig:it  breed  chicks  has  been 
exceptionally  strong  this  spring.     Changes  in  the  chicken-feed  price  relation- 
ship, of  course^  affect  the  production  of  commercial  broilers.    Because  of 
the  less  favorable  relationship  betiTeen  broiler  nrices  and  feed  pri:es  during 
the  past  several  months  the  production  of  commercial  broilers  in  som^e  areas 
has  declined  moderately. 
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(""able  1,-  Sgg-fsed  price  ratio,  1910-^2  l/ 


Year 

• 

re-b,; 

Mar.  \ 

» 

1910 

22. U 

19  1 

1^  3 

13.9 

T  Qll 

1  7  U 

14  1 
-— •  -1- 

1^  1 

1Q12  , 

.  22 

1  Q  Q 

1  R  3 

n  3 

XX  ^  0 

1913  : 

.  23.^ 

ISA 

16.2 

lU,0 

1914  : 

22.3 

13,9 

16.1 

11,7 

IQl^  i 

J  •  J 

1  n 

Xv  0  u 

I'^s  ':  ; 

,  21  3 

17  ^ 

13  1 

12  3 

20  3 

IS  0 

11  Q 

11  2 

XX  0  c 

Z 

16  1 

X-^  «  X 

"1  n  ^ 

ID? 

XJ 

19  ^ 

1^  3 

12  2 

1?  ^ 

1  -20  : 

PQ  ^ 

lo.O 

12  Q 

10  Q 

1  -21  ; 

33  0 

20  7 

13  3 

13  0 

l-;22  : 

29  0 

26,1 

lU  R 

ill 

-  J 

1923  ; 

2^,5 

is!9 

15.6 

13.0 

192^  : 

23.6 

22,1 

13.^ 

12.6 

1  n  U 

1  T  3 

1:26  ; 

1  22.  b 

13  3 

13  3 

16. 

1^27  : 

19.2 

13.3 

13!  3 

192s  ; 

.  23.2 

17.0 

13  0 

12.1 

19^  : 

20.3 

13  3 

16,0 

13  ^ 

1930  ! 

20.2 

lU.O 

lU.U 

1Q31  ! 

13,6 

12 

Ih  0 

lU  U 

193?  ; 

22,3 

17-3 

14  5 

14  3 

1933  : 

-5.3 

22.9 

19.9 

193^  : 

13. S 

16.1 

1^.3 

13.3 

103  p;  ; 

13.9 

1"!  .9 

1  2.3 

1936  ; 

20.1 

20, 6 

13.0 

l'+.3 

1937  ; 

•  12.0 

10.2 

10.1 

J  J  ^  1 

.  IS.S 

14  !+ 

1U.6 

X-T.-r 

1939  : 

19.1 

17.1 

16!  6 

15.^ 

19U0  J 

.  15.^ 

16.9 

12.7 

12.0 

19U1 

5  17.2 

lU.S 

1^,2 

15.9 

11^2  - 

:  19.3 

16. s 

15.5 

15.^ 

'.ne 


'•J-y.  .^iX!S. .  Sort, 


13. s 

12.6 
10,9 
13.6 
12.0 

10,5 
13.0 

10 
10 

12.6 


u 


10.6 
1^.5 

13.0 

13.0 
13,1 
12.3 
16.6 

12,3 

11,3 

1^.7 

13,1 
12.3 
15.0 

1^.1 
13.0 
13.6 

15.^ 
3.^ 
16.2 

1K2 


,0 
.6 


13,6 

12,0 
10,3 
13.7 
>  J 


1  o 
10 


13.. 
10.1 
10.1 

11.5 

9.9 
15.0 
15.0 
12.7 
13.7 

12„7 

16.S 
9.S 
11.3 

15.9 

12.0 
13,6 

lc,H- 

11.7 
11.6 
lU.O 
16.0 

B.7 
17.2 
14.2 

11,3 
17.5 


Ij^.J) 

1  1  7 

 •  I 

1C.5 
13.2 
12.6 
11.0 
13.7 
9.2 
11.2 

11.7 
11.0 

18,9 

15.1 
13.2 

TOO 
J. ,  ^ 

14.  j; 

lb.  O 

11.3 
13.0 

15.7 

13.1 

1^.9 
13.3 
11.2 
11.3 
15.1 
13.^ 
9.6 

18.9 
16.I1 

13.9 
13.7 


13. 
12. 

15. 


Q 
1?  ' 


13.^4 

23.6 
15.3* 
14.3 
13.6 
15,1 
16.1 
12.6 
15.2 
I6.U 

12.9 
13.6 

22.9 
12.6 
12.3 

16.2 

12.2 
11.6 
22.1 
IS.Ji 


14< 


16.3 

ii:-.2 
13.6 
15.5 

14.9 

i^',9 
1^.6 

11  "7 
i-X.  • 

13.1 


17.0 
26.6 

20.3 

IS.  6 
16,3 
16,5 
19.7 
15.9 
17.9 
is.^ 

15.6 
23,3 

23.3 
16.3 
1U.6 
19.0 
13.2 
l^^l 
26.3 
17.3 


IS. 


19.8 

16.5 

19.0 

19.3 

16.5 

IQ  1 

17,  s 
13.3 
15.7 

23.0 
36.6 
25.3 

21.3 

19.1 
22.3 
23.1 
20.1 
21.0 

17.3 

31.6 

42,I| 
23.6 

15.9 
20.3 

15.5 

20,6 

30.7 
21. U 


20 
00 


2^.2 
20.0 
25.0 

23.5 
20.3 
2^.0 

19.5 
15.6 
19.0 
21.3 

33.1 
49.1 
30.6 
29.1 
2U.1 

28.7 

30.0 

25.7 
25.6 

26.T 

24.  S 

33.1 
53.0 

p '  p 

19.3 

26.2 

13.5 

25.9 

33.0 
23.6 


27.0 
22.6 
27.0 
2^,3 

23.3 

2U.g 
21,0 

17.5 
21.6 
24.  i| 

40,9 
^3.7 

31.3 

30.3 
25.0 

29.9 
32.3 
26.7 
27.0 
23.3 

21.2 
33.^ 
59.^ 
23.5 
16.9 

23.7 
16.3 

23.9 

30.3 

13.0 


.7  22.3  23, 
.7   25.5  23, 


17.7 

15.9 
16.6 

17.5 
16.3 
15.5 
16.0 
13.2 
lU.o 

15.2 

13.3 

26.3 

21.0 
13,3 
17.5 
17.9 

20,  !+ 
17.2 

17.^ 
13,3 

16.9 
20.1 

27.1 
20.3 
1^.3 
17.2 
15.9 
13.7 

21.  ^ 
17.7 

16.2 
13.3 


1^  lJuinber  of  poionis  of  feed  ea^ual  in  value  to  1  dozen  eg^s  at  local  markets. 
Simple  average  of  montlil:/  ratios. 


MAY  iql|2 


Table  2,-  Chickerx-feed  nrice  ratio^  1910-'^2  !_/ 


Jan.'  Feb. I  Mar.[  Apr,|  Hay  \  June 


July;  Aug,; Sept.;  Oct.;  Nov.;  Dec.; 


S.3 

9.6 
7.6 

10.2 

8.6 

7.6 
8.5 
7.5 
6.8 

7.9 

7o8 
lU.o 
17.3 

11,2 

11.7 
8.7 
13.0 
13.6 

11.9 
13,3 

12. U 
13.2 

17.6 

19.7 
io„o 

7«7 
iU.6 

7.0 

IH.  6 
1^.3 

10.1 

II.  9 
10.8 


8.^ 

9.5 
7.7 

10,1 
9.0 
7> 
8.7 

7.6 

7.1 
8.0 

8«5 
1^.9 

15  „  8 
11.8 
12.0 
8,8 
13,6 
lU.O 
11„8 
12.  o 

13.0 
13.3 

i7o3 
19.6 
10.  U 

8,3 
l4.6 

6.9 
1^.0 

1^.5 

10.2 

12.3 

lC„b 


8o7 
9»6 
7.6 
10.3 
9.0 

7oD 

9.0 

7.  ^ 

6.8 

8.  ^ 

8oO 

15. 
1^„^ 
11.6 
12.  i-!- 
9.5 
i^^3 
i^M 

llo2 

15,0 
i3o6 

1^^2 

17.6 

17  o  9 
10,6 

9cl 
l^-«2 

7.3 
1^.3 
lU,g 

10.6 

12,^ 
10,8 


9.1 

9.6 

7.  ^ 
10.3 

9.3 

7.6 

9.3 
6.8 
7.0 

8.  E$ 

S.5 

16.2 

1^0  5 
11.7 

12.8 
10.8 

15.3 
lk,k 

11.0 
lU.o 

1^.1 

1^.8 
17.7 
15.1 
10.9 

9.7 

iU.6 

7oi 

lU.7 

1^.3 

10.  U 
12.7 

11.  ^ 


9.3 
9.5 
y . 
10.1 

9.0 
7.6 

9.5 
6.0 
7.0 
8.7 

7.9 

i6.3 
1^.5 

12.0 

13.^ 
10.9 

15.6 

13.5 
10.  U 
iU.7 

13.1 

17.7 

12.  U 
11.0 

i^r.i 

6.9 
1^,8 
1^.0 

10.6 

12.6 


9.3 

9,2 

7.1 

9.8 

9.^ 

8..1 

9.8 
6.0 
7.3 


7.5 
i6.o 

15.3 

12.3 

13.3 
10.5 

15.6 
11.1 

10.6 

1^.9 

12.3 

15.5 
17.6 
11.6 

9.9 

10. U 

13  „  9 
7J 
1^-,  8 
12o  3 

10.9 

12.3 


9.1 
8.9 

6.9 
10.5 
9.7 

8.2 
9.7 
5.5 
7.9 
8.3 

8.2 
i6.9 
15.^ 
12.8 

11.5 
11.0 

15.3 

10.9 
11.1 
13.7 

12.1 

i6.o 
18.3 
8.9 
9.8 

9.7 

10„7 
7.6 

14,2 

13 « 6 
11.6 

12,3 


9.0 
8.6 

7.9 
9.S 
9.0 
8.U 

9.1 
5.2 
7.8 
7.9 

8,^ 

17.5 
ih,o 
i2.h 
10,  U 
10.5 
13.5 
10.6 

11.9 
12.5 

10,9 
17.'^ 
itt.2 

9c3 

8,2 
10.0 
3.2 

9,6 
i^o9 
13.7 

11.5 
11.7 


9.2 

7.5 

9.2 

8.5 
8.7 
8.7 
6.0 

7.9 
8.0 

9.^ 
17.^ 

13.8 

12e3 

10.1 

10.8 
13.^ 

10.5 

12.7 
12.1 

11.0 

19.1 
19.1 
9o5 
2,5 
ii„i 
8,0 

10.7 

15.1 
11.8 

11.8 
11.1 


9.5 
8.0 

9.0 

9.6 
8.i+ 
9.2 
s.U 
6.U 
7.8 
8,1 

10.3 

17.8 
13.2 

11.7 
9.7 
11 « 8 

13.1 
11.1 

13.2 

11.9 

11.7 

20.1 
20.2 
10,6 

7.9 
11.7 

7.8 

1^4,U 

15.^ 

11.9 


9.S 
7.7 
9.9 
8.6 

8,2 

9.^ 

7.8 
6.^ 
8,0 
7.9 

12.0 

18.3 
12,1 

iic3 
9.7 
11.8 

13.^ 

12„0 

13  „9 
12.2 

12.6 
18,1 
20,5 

9.6 

7.9 
13.9 
7.5 

15„6 

15.5 

iij 


9.6 
7.5 
10.3 
8.4 
8.0 
8.9 
7.5 
6.7 
8.2 

7.7 

12.6 

17.3 
11.6 
11.1 
9.0 
12.1 

13.4 
11.8 
13.4 
11.8 

12.1 
18.1 

19.5 
9.4 
7.3 

i4.3 
6.9 

15,1 
i4,S 
10.2 


9.2 

9.0 
7.9 
10.0 

9.0 
8.2 

8.8 
6.3 
7.5 
8.3 

9.0 
16.3 
i4,3 
11.9 
lij 
10,6 
14.4 
12.2 
12,0 
13.3 

12.3 
16.2 

18.6 

11.7 

9.2 

10.3 
10.8 

9.1 

15.0 
I3c0 


11.6  11,4  11.5  11.2 
11.4    11.1    10.7  11.9 


1/  ITumber  of  pounds  of  feed  eaual  in  value  to  1  pound  of  li\^e  chicken  at  local 
markets. 

2/  Simple  average  of  montlilj'-  ratios. 
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IPa'ble  3.-  nhirk'^y-feftd  prioa  rntio^  1929-^2  l/ 


•  • 

Mar.: 

• 

Apr,: 

• 

May  : 

• 

Juno : 

July) 

Aag, : 

• 

Sept. : 

Oct.; 

Nov. ; 

Tec. ; 

A-;- 

1929 

:  ^''•^ 

15.1 

16.3 

i^^.5 

1^4.1+ 

1930 

5  1^,9 

1^.1 

15.7 

15. s 

13.8 

1931 

!  18.2 

2i'-.9 

23.0 

25=3 

22,0 

1932 

5  23.9 

2H.9 

26,2 

23,0 

20,7 

1933 

I  21.6 

20.8 

19.7 

I5.S 

12.9 

11.9 

10.7 

12.8 

12.9 

12,1 

11.9 

I93U 

:  12, U 

12.3 

—  —  •  — 

12.0 

11.3 

9.S 

s.i 

7-9 

7.9 

So5 

So9 

10,0 

10.6 

■i-^j J  < 

>     q  q 

Q  8 

q  6 

0  X 

10  U 

11  q 

1 7  ^ 

101 

lb-  Q 

1936  . 

:  17.5 

16.2 

15.3 

l!|.8 

l3o3 

13,1 

10.2 

2.5 

S,9 

S.5 

7.9 

S.5 

1937  ! 

!  7.3 

7.1 

7e2 

6.7 

6, 6 

6.7 

6,9 

Sol 

9.2 

13.7 

16.5 

1^.5 

11.3 

193s  . 

"  15.3 

15.5 

15.5 

15.^ 

15«1 

1^0  7 

1^4,9 

15. s 

16.9 

IS. 7 

15=,^ 

20,0 

13,3 

1939 

\  18.6 

17.9 

13.2 

16.8 

1U.6 

1^4.0 

1^.3 

l5ol 

13.3 

i^;.3 

1U.6 

13.7 

1-.5 

I9UO  ! 

:  12.0 

11.7 

11.3 

10.8 

10,3 

10,6 

11.0 

11.5 

12.3 

12,8 

13,5 

1^.1 

I3e3 

I9U1  J 

13.5 

13.3 

13.1 

12.5 

11.9 

11.6 

11.5 

11.6 

11.9 

13.^ 

1^.5 

lli.2 

1^4.5 

1942  ! 

.  13.0 

12.2 

12.0 

11.9 

ij  Huin"ber  of  pounds  of  f&ed  equal  in  value  to  1  pound  of  live  turkey  a,t  local 
markets, 

2/  Ratio  TDetv;een  weighted  average  price  received  "by  farmers  for  turkeys  in  months 
OctolDer-January  and  average  price  of  food  during  the  growing  period  v;eightcd  as 
follov;s:    May,  2;  June,  6;  July,  11;  August,  15;  Septcin'boj:^  19?  OctolDcrf  23;  and 
NovemTDcr,  2^, 


CM 

UJ 

ac 
z> 
o 


After  five  days  return  to 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics 
Washington,  D.  C, 
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